“NAUGHTY ANIMAL”—A DISCIPLINE
‘ CHATS BACK:!

C.A.W.MANNING

.l:lY", runs an old riddle, “‘do little birds in a nest agree?’ Answer—

_ Because otherwise they would fall out”. Death by “fall out”

Whlcheyer way you.take it, it is the case for coexistence in a nutshell ’

Coexistence: not in nests only is it needed, but in boats. “Sooner.or
la.ter, unless tt}e nations find somehow the secret of keeping her nicely
trimmed, the llfebo_at of what, we still call civilization must go down”. It
was on an a.fﬁrmatlon of confidence in the complicity of all who shal.'ed
with _hlm this conviction that the writer ended his inaugural lecture® on
appointment to his London Chair. It was, he has been coming to see, the
confidence of youth. Now that it is later, by 25 years, whatever may l’1ave
become of ‘the confidence, the conviction is unimpaired. What always was
truth has r!pened into truism. Coexistence is becoming a hackneyed theme

To coexist. But how? That was, and is, the problem. Hence the study'
and the peed_ for study, of the conditions of social living at the relevani
level, Wth!‘l is, of course, the diplomatic level. Hence, that is, the study
of International Relations. Hence, in the writer’s case, his afores;id lecture
And now, it is later, by 25 years. ‘

One might have supposed that it would by this time no longer be needed
of anyone that he canvass the character of International Relations as a
subject in itself. Yet even today there are indications that it may be as
necessary as ever. For example, paragraph one of The Economist’s review
f)f Professor Renouvin’s account of the history of international relations
in the nineteenth century:

“A good deal has been talked in this country recently about the claim
of ‘international relations’ to be an independent academic.discipline;
some have even gone so far as to envisage a body of theory applicab]é
to relations between separate political communities in abstraction. Like
most other attempts to apply the inappropriate methods of the natural
sciences to the complexities of human behaviour it is more than doubtful
whether any real advance in knowledge or understanding is possible
alopg these lines. ... This splendid synthesis ... provides abundant
testimony to the belief that history properly conceived is the only method
by yvhich human society can be studied and that the réle of the so-called
§oc1al sciences, including the soi-disant science of international relations,
is to act as ancillaries to historical scholarship”.?

This, for a subject such as International Relations, is doubtless what is
meant by having a bad press. Of the author of a work on Social Psychology
it was lately remarked that he was not one of those social scientists who
were so busy publicising the importance of their study that they had no
time left over for pursuing it themselves. Happy man. No need, it would
seem, in his case, for that. Whereas, if the teachers of International
Relations should be suffering self-reproach, it is rather because, so

1 “Cet animal est trés méchant: quand on I'attaque, il se défend”.
2 The month was October 1930. ’
3 The Economist, August 27th, 1955.
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immersed have they been in their vast and absorbing subject that they
have too little borne in mind their responsibility for making its nature
known, and for combating at their birth those inexactitudes about it
which, whether with good or evil intent, can come to be given acceptance
by those in whose hands it may lie to hamstring its development. This
ought they to have done, and not left the other undone.

As to The Economist’s review, an amateur of history, with a regard for
the professionals, must be excused for hoping that it will not have been
the work of one of them. One sentence reads: “Painters learn to paint by
painting; international relations can only be studied in action; and since
it is given to few of us to be a Bismarck or even a Delcassé, we have to
make do with history”. Would it sound so very much more lackadaisical
to say: “Actors learn to act by acting; acting can only be studied as done
on the stage; and since it is given to few of us to be Trees or Irvings, we
have to be content with going to the pictures” ? The sombre thing is that
such a paragraph, submitted at the expense of a subject not strongly
established or widely understood, is printed in a journal ordinarily of such
unimpeachable discernment.

It is for all that an effective passage—as much by the truths as by the

half-truths it contains. That the social sciences can indeed ‘“‘act as ancillaries
to historical scholarship” is a notable finding. But how is it to be squared
with the earlier attribution to them of “inappropriate methods” such as are
unlikely to make possible ‘“‘any real advance in knowledge or under-
standing”? And if, as also seems implied, the value of International
Relations as an ancillary to something else is conclusive against its ranking
as an independent discipline, what disciplines can with validity claim
independence in the relevant sense? Mathematics ? Statistics ? Chemistry ?
Each of these subjects can serve as ancillary to others. Is it, then, meant to
suggest that it is only as a handmaid to historical scholarship that Inter-
national Relations can have a réle? That would be like saying that it was
only as an aid to his biographers that a man’s personality could with profit
be appraised. How about those who might be offering him a job? The fact
that International Relations can justify itself by reference to the historians’
dependence on the insights it can give need not-mean that these must be
utilizable by them, the historians, alone. However, the friends of Inter-
national Relations may contrive to suffer gladly the imputation that their
subject is only as useful, and as indépendent, as Mathematics.

The passage also sees in Professor Renouvin’s volumes abundant
testimony to the value of “history properly conceived” as a method by
which human society can be studied. And well it may. Who has questioned
the potentialities of History in that regard ? But it goes, alas, a little further,
to cite the Renouvin performance as supporting the belief that “history . . .
is the only (sic)”” such method: which is just a shade too much like con-
cluding that cocoa is so obviously body-building that no other so-called
beverage can be considered fit to drink.

Then, there is the half-truth about scientific method. That for studying
“the complexities of human behaviour” it is unsafe to assume that a
practice appropriate in some natural sciences is necessarily a propos—this
can never too often be said. But does the search for ‘‘a body of theory
applicable to the relations between political communities in abstraction”
necessarily depend upon the attempted application of inappropriate
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ir:eot;l:)t:!s borrowed without discrimination from natural science? Surely it

oty :e eizsveensf?ggtfi (S)(r:ll?tnlt;ti‘(:) rtl::thodl thag it] fhatl.ve relevance to the material
employed. If, for instance, in Criminolo

:ll;rbel :hior:ﬂtc:] eb«:,‘evolved, ,a n}ethod not prev_iously used, or likely ever toglg,é
hyporh’e o nta.;_lur;al sciences, must this of necessity be decried as ex
ey unpredictl:t;l' l{ ic? And is it, as such, thq complexities, or is it not rather
E s ipeeCiot i }1:1es, of hun?an bghavnour that render the merely
Sional aon Fezigzc SO patently 1ns\§ﬂic1ent for the full-scale, omnidimen-
- dime on—whether in dying past or in living present—of social
we;l;:ien ;e;q:\\;v:rt, \l:/hailtever his avogation, can be forgiven much for his
e notgn tS ’; h‘? eresy that social stuqies, if scientific, will be useful,
po[is-build,e I otil ink of the stqred up .w15dom on the ways of man the
D mivted 1'1 1at would,‘ by this criterion, be put beyond the student’s
D i 1.‘)~ }1:/1;\3/. Consider- the issues, central to the understanding of
F—— l;e b “(:i it would no longer bf: h|§ to explore. But does a discipline
e al_em ependent, or ace}demlc, lf once it develop a philosophic
s 2 we to say tha.t Philosophy itself is other than independent

nce it t9o—though the reviewer forbears to say so—can, like the so-callcé
social sciences, bring to historical scholarship a prcciou; aid?

There is no doubt a sense in which “natural history” ma)'r be seen as
aptly named. Its reflections on the nature of nature are mostly based on
observations brought forward from the past; so many of them havin
been made as mlfch as a moment, or more, ago. All that now remains o%'
them are memories, or records: and, while, being related to nature, it is
natural. to call them natural, being tied to the past, it is at any rat; not
fantastic to call them history too. If “‘history properly conceived” compre-
hends al].studies rooted in recent observations, it becomes but a mild
exag_ger’a}tlon to see it as “the only method by which human society can be
istt:ci:/ei:ge .t For it nov:; beﬁomes identifiable with Sociology, understood in

st sense; and what, in i i
b e et a,s nd v that sense, is Sociology but the study of
) Qne may look.forward to seeing what one’s pupils, when told to discuss
it in an essay, w1.ll make of this fascinating passage. How many of them
one wo_nders, will retain unamended their initial impression—the onl);
impression, very possibly, of the generality of readers—that it looks to be
pretty authoritative, and to dispose rather effectively of that stuff about
an mdependent discipline? One is loth to suppose that the reviewer can
have rel_led upon his words not being critically read. But even more does
one hesitate to assume that either he or those whose vocation as historians
he seems SO superfluously concerned to vindicate can find in this his
opening paragraph nothing odd.
When reading his review one remembered a great savant remarking, in
a broat.jcast, on how, in our scientistic age, the distrustful attitude of mz’my
an ordma.ry man toward religious belief was often no more than a matter
qf vague intuition, finding no systematically argumentative form. It some-
times seems as if, on the pretentions of International Relations' some of
.thos.e.who set the tone in academic milieux may be governed by similarly
intuitive doubts—of which they fain would feel more certain than they do
And thus, when prompted to put their misgivings into words, they resori
1 cf. Universities Quarterly, August 1953.
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to a language which, while looking pretty trenchant, does little, if con-
sidered, to make for clarity of mind. And with this they may all too
commonly get away. In the absence—which is what it usually is—of a
qualified spokesman for the subject, the footing on which its merits
can now be pronounced upon will have been compromised from the
start. .

The question why in a certain society any given line of study is over-
valued, or undervalued, by those who should be in a position to know its
worth, is itself a topic for sociological inquiry—which might give some
suggestive results. It is, for instance, curious with what apparent indif-
ference some with offspring of their own seem to view the outlook for
civilization and, in particular, for western freedom, in the world. One
might have thought it would mean something to them whether those of
tomorrow were destinedto have a worse world or a better than we of
today. If, for example, the question were that of combating some terrible
disease, is it conceivable that men of responsibility would not favour the
following up of every possible avenue to its progressive abatement?

Yet the very individual who over the coffee deplores the simplicity of
those who, even at the summit, seem susceptible to the smiles and the
wiles and the alternating styles of the acknowledged pastmasters of socio-
logical war, will on the morrow concede no gesture for the endorsement
of those endeavours whereby the minds at least of younger men could be
disciplined to that vigilance which, if the gate is to be kept, must eternally
be there.

1t is not as if there were in these times an absence of interest in educa-
tional reform. At Bristol the other day, at the British Association, the
theme of one discussion-paper was the education of the physicist, still too
narrowly specialized, for some. Did anybody allude to the existence, at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, of a Chair of International Rela-
tions? From what one saw in the newspapers, nobody at all. Or again,
there was Cambridge, in 1953—when, convened from all the corners of the
Commonwealth, men of experience and erudition debated the question—
What, if we could not have the Classics, would we accept in their place?

Mostly the speakers addressed themselves, with a charming disdain for
the agenda, to the exaltation of the Classics. It was high-grade conversa-
tion, whether pertinent or not. But what, to a believer in International
Relations, a subject no one mentioned, was so heartening to notice was
the appositeness with which argument after argument for awareness of the
Ancient World, could be applied, with minimal modifications, to his
studies of today. Has the teacher of the Classics been stamped as super-
ficial, because his teaching takes account as well of History as of Econom-
ics, of Geography and Literature as of Law ? Or for enjoining on his pupils,
and enjoying for himself, the full-bodied appreciation of his field of study
as a whole? If the exercise of sharing, through the writings of their
philosophers, in the thought-ways of the Greeks, has been a staple of the
venerated “Greats” curriculum, it has, in the International Relations
programme, its counterpart in some of the more heroic feats of empathy
which must be accomplished if the logic of other men’s interpretations of
the course of things is sufficiently to be understood.

From one who knew whereof he spoke, on his being shown the ‘Structure’
syllabus, there came the comment: “1 had not heard about this. Mostly
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Yet the subject does not

Politics either. As a disciplin figure as Philosophy, or as History, or as

all of these. T ; 1 Ine it is distinct from, though owing much to,
s, fis distin::tl;mgsm?rlzcg égc(i)\m?tg S0 much to so many of them that it
l}‘eliigm& similarly seen, would be a':o?I:;—o;st:lvzslﬁds:?;cetsigllg‘lj;?gIal
should we ever get around to that—in whi “specialize” i 5 the
accepted sense, to become specialized ;:h;flh lt::)r imal'fe . r3olt" o
specialists. It is in social studi i ici L% SpES RIEES o
- soctal studies as in medicine. What, in medicine, do we
find? On the one hand, specialization such as that in ,disorders of t,he ear.
nose and throat. On the other, a specialization in the ailments of the ver):
young. Though tl.le latter, like the former, can be contrasted with so-called
general practice, it too is the affair of a general practitioner. Ear, nose and
Fhroat make up part of a man: children part of mankind. The ci’lild is not
,;:.lst pargllof a man. The first sort of specialist studies a limited category of
Rl:ir:tlir(l) i s(.1 The second thq II!S qf a category of persons. If In'ternational
ns does not take within its competence the whole of life, it does
viamlliarz}ce a part o_f it, ar.ld not merely an aspect of a part. It is concerned,
l:; ns}tn:{:::ﬂlly, and in all its aspects, with the whole of a part of the life of
In all its aspec}s. This is what seems as yet to be less than universally
understood. It might have been a geographer, or a psychologist; it might
have been an economist: let us suppose it was this last. An economist, let
us assume, was heard to complain that International Relations was moving
beyond its ﬁel_d. What would be thought of an Economics Department that
took to teaching Law—for its bearing upon economic activity ? Why then
should International Relations include the economic aspects of its subject-
ma}ter? _Let ghe shoemaker stick to his last. A shrewd point, this? True:
a given situation may raise problems of a legal, and others of an economic,
kind; and the one kind the economists can tackle, while leaving to others
Fhe other. It may be so. But International Relations deals not simply with
isolated aspects of anything, but with situations in their wholeness; and
the teacher who would appreciate international life in disregard of its
legal, say, or its strategic, or economic components would be rather like a
mathematics master discoursing on the properties of a three-sided square.
The economic, the legal and the strategic factors are part of the very stuff
and substance of an international situation, to be acknowledged, one must
1 In London, International Relations, at the elementary level, under the name
The Structure of International Society, is open to be taken, as an optional
subsidiary, as well by students not proposing, as by those proposing, to specialise,
in the third year, in International Relations.
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hope, as our student’s specific concern.

Let the shoema](cr gtick to his last! Let the International Relations
le_actger proceed with his subject. Who wants to stop him? Let him have
his rights. Only, no Strategics, mind you; no Economics; no Law! This is
the voice of Portia. The point of the Shylock story is that any trick of
phony argument is good enough to defeat the horrid Jew. Purportedly he
is not being impeded. The light for him is green. The flesh is his for the
taking. Only, no drop of blood!

The next thing we should be hearing is No Psychology! Wars may begin
in the minds of men, but, until they have, what is that to such as we?. ..
As well might we expect it of the criminologist that he overlook the
economic or the psychological aspects of crime.

For the point is indeed that in studies such as Criminology, and Inter-
national Relations, which have reference not to a facet, but to a segment,
of life, and deal with reality in the concrete, not with a systematically
segregated aspect of anything, the fact that the subjects of Economics and
Psychology and Geography come in as such advantageous underpinners
does nothing to absolve the student from seeing the geographical, strategic
and other such elements as forming, so to say, the warp and woof of the
pattern which it is his to construe. Whereas, to Economics or to Inter-
national Law, International Relations may be an advantageous underpinner
and nothing more.

How advantageous, not all of them may as yet have come to see. That

is what makes it so congenial, and so right, to pay here a tribute to the
teachers of Political Science. With the exception, in some centres, of the
historians, and in others, of the sociologists—not to mention cases where
International Relations were cared for in the first instance by an inter-
departmental committee or, as in London, seen as fit to form a subject of
their own—they, the political scientists, were in many an American college
the first to discover their students’ need of systematic teaching on the
relationsips of people inter se: for, if they were to study government at
all, it surely must include the policy-making process; and how could policy
be appreciated if not as a single system, inclusive as well of its external as
of its internal manifestations? Hence their creation, here and there, within
their departments of Politics, of posts—subordinate, it is true, but posts
all the same—for the teaching, as Political Science, of International Rela-
tions, under that very title; it is greatly to their glory that, just as H'istory
departments had been the nurseries, in so many centres, of an infant
Political Science, so did departments of Political Science, in these otl_:er
instances, become the cradles of a form of International Relations, bearing
traits evidential of its place of birth. .

But if all this must be seen as such a credit to the “pohucnap; , what
seems less obviously so has been the what-we-have-we-hold position (call
it not “imperialism”, in many mouths a nasty word) of t.hqse who have
looked with ill-favour on the teaching of International Rglatlons, by that

very title, on the budget of departments oth_er than their own. 'A_mere
live-and-let-live attitude would be unbecoming e.nough,' since it is for
mutual support, and the consolidating of the ties of interdependence

t the twin disciplines of Government, on the one hand,
e . ould seem to call. What

and those uses of

and of International Relations, on the other, w
then is one to say of the philosophy of tooth and claw,
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the eyebrow in which it may find expression—pl@ys scarcely less insidwous
than those latter-day_ techniques of character-assassination to which the
are akin? For teachl‘ng arrangements may be mortal, no less than thosi
who teach. The administrative cold-warfare conducted against a subject
regarqed as redundant is not a private fight. Anybody can join in, whether
;Ttl)ztl?;o;?;g tor m‘)it anenththe development with respect to’which—
-Ct good part—he deems it his public duty as opportuni
offers to manifest mistrust, A sample of the sort of thin mappb el
; e Cit
{;Sr?;"ar:i e)l(altedly impersonal source. ‘A study of lntergnatio);\al Rele:
b d, declares a.L.JNESCO rapporteur, “which is not based on a solid
oru:n a“ko'nd(?‘f poh_ncal science can scarcely be said to have a firm basis
"withiyn dl:palj“:hxch t;_emg‘s.o, the. teacpir}g of International Relations
i S)lution?‘tllts of political science™ is “in our opinion” the (sic)
1t is true of. course that under the label of International Relations there
well ‘may persist forms of teaching which had better not have been begun
But it doe_s not therefore follow that there can be only one method haviné
merits of its own. No type of teaching can with decorum seek to corner for
itself the use of its name. Let one form or another be circumscribed
_sabo}aged, stymied, and guided up the garden, if revealed by honest‘
anquiry as noxious in itself. But let no one affirm a priori, in the fashion
of a pre-em_pmcxstic, medieval, dogmatism, that there can in the very
natpre of thlr)gs be but a single formula for handling the facts of inter-
national coexistence in an academically reputable way. What, one might
ask, about the London arrangement, whereby nobody can specialize, at
Part II of the B.Sc.(Econ.), in International Relations who has not iike
everyone else, satisfied the examiners in Part I, with its compulsory p;pers
in Government, in Political History, and in the History of Political Ideas?
Is it to be supposed that those who have made the grade in these subject;
are nevertheless without that firm foundation on which they may properly
proceed to the specialism of their choice? The question surely is not in
what department a subject is taught, but in what manner—and in the
context of what educational scheme.
‘l‘f _International Relations is of necessity to be taught as if it were simply
a “side-branch” of something else, why should this something be Politics
rather {han Geography, or History, or Economics, or even International
Law—smcq th.esc too are such obviously advantageous underpinners, for
want of which it might be argued that the teaching must lack a firm four’lda-
tion? The trgth is that, on the reasoning against which one is protesting
the socna.l sciences, all the lot of them, should be herded together ané
b;ull)clillf;d mtl? the pgilos?phic fold. For where, save within a department
o ilosophy, can firm foundati i i
o Politica]l)S}::ience? ations be laid for the teaching, for example,
) What is yaluable, however, in the remark of the UNESCO rapporteur
is the spotlight which it casts upon our subject’s need of underpinners as
such. To cover them systematically at the outset would for the student be
a counsel of perfection. So much the more important, then, for the teacher
to be on terms with them all. Thus the crux of the matter lies not in the
_ subject’s difficulty for the student, but in its toughness for the teacher,

-' UNESCO, *‘Teaching of the Social Sciences”, Political Science, pp. 61-66.
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and, while not conceding that this problem is therefore beyond solution,
one admits that it has yet to be solved.

“Take twelve eggs ...” So began a widely relished distortion of an
official recipe, in days when on the wartime breakfast table the eggs were
sofew and far between. For eggs read eggheads, and you have the ground-
work for a formula for the building of an International Relations teaching-
team. The recipe had also something about ‘“‘cream” in it; and, alas, the
world has never enough of that. But we do not judge the importance of
medicine, or of soldiering, or of sanitation, by the quality of the doctors,
the generals, or the sanitary inspectors available in a given country at a
given time. The vicious circle can be eliminated only by degrees. We do
not shoot the organist if, while his successor is still under training, he does
his modest best. The case here is not that International Relations teaching,
as hitherto achieved, is so obviously a ‘““good thing”’; but how much better
a thing it could be, and what a good thing it would be if it were.

Paradoxically enough, the most decisive argument, almost, when one
sees it, for the fitting in of Structure, is that undesignedly offered by the
man—no rarity, by any means—who, with superior intelligence, questions
its use. For this he could hardly do were he himself not wandering—for
all his excellent education—in the twilight of early infancy where the
composition of his cosmos is concerned. It is the presence of such lessons
in the limitations of the inherited system that proves the very need which
they complacently deny. So far are they from seeing the sense of Structure
that they do not even prescribe it for their neighbour.

It is still perhaps a bit too early, when, as an optional subsidiary in
London, the Structure subject has been running for a mere six years, to
speak of its established value. That good men, having taken it, have
thereafter done relatively well is no proof that, without it, they might not
have done relatively better. But it does rather suggest that it has operated
as no impediment to their doing relatively well. And in fact, for those who
care to do so, it is possible to divine that the results, to date, are good.

Roll on the time when, among the advertised qualifications for employ-
ment in the teaching of Structure, it may be desired of a man that he himself
shall have done it in his youth. Then, indeed, it should be possible to see.

When, on the morrow of World War One, Mr. David Davies (as then
he was) endowed at Aberystwyth the Woodrow Wilson Professorship, it
is plausible to infer that he saw himself as blazing a trail. Had it been his
thought to found a Chair of History, even of International History, or of
Government, he would doubtless have made his intention unmistakable.
What in fact he provided for was a teaching of International Politics. And
this, one might assume, would be distinguishable, because distinct, from
politics-just-like-that. It was possible—and the President’s name might
remind one of it—to be a veteran in politics domestically, as well as
academically, while in international politics little better than a babe. There
was, in short, room in the world for men with richer insight into the forces
and the processes which shaped the life of nations in their relations inter se.
There was a subject-matter—those relationships—which cried out for
study on its own.

Lord Davies (as he later became) was admittedly a man of affairs, who,
not in the universities only but in the world, wanted results to come about.

He had views on how things ought to be. Does this, however, suggest that
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he would not have been in favour of an objective presentation, by hjs
professor, of things as they were? Would he be certain to have protested
that the existing structure of society must only be transcended and for.
gotten, not considered as it stood ? '

To illuminate the existing diplomatic setup is not at all to bar inquiry
into possible steps towards its amendment for the better. It is merely to
exemplify in a given connection the bearing of the principle that if yoy
want to build a house you had better begin with a study of the site, The
problem of providing a worthier dwelling-place for man to inhabit is not
merely that of putting up a pattern for an ideal home. The blueprinting of
utopias is no more apropos in the teaching of International Relations
than in that of Economics—Iess so, indeed, when you think of it: for has
not Economics, traditionally, been ever a little wistful about what migh;
happen if folks would but be sensible and permit the realization of 3
perfect state of economic health? International Relations is not just a
time-absorbing discourse on the difference it would make if men, and
states, and statesmen were righteous, rational and wise. It is a study of
that world society which we know, and have to live in; and those who are
to seek the truth of it will have a‘heavy job.

As we have to live in it. To a Scandinavian audience not long ago the
writer found occasion to say:

“We are apparently in for a period in which everything is going to
depend, not so much upon the problem of war, as upon the problem of
peace that may lead up to it. It is the problem of peace, of coexistence, of
social living. We have not yet, even in any merely local community, found
for this problem an ideal solution. . .. But it is becoming more urgent
than ever that the best minds—not necessarily of my, ageing, generation,
but of the generation now coming along—should include some whose
attention will turn to this great problem, of social living on the planetary
level, in ‘the society of states’.”

With those words the pioneer, Lord Davies, might presumably have
agreed.

October 1955,
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